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With the political and economic rise of China, institutions of higher learning in 
the United States have experienced a corresponding growth in interest towards the 
Chinese language and Chinese studies. This paper explores how this growth has affected 
subject trends in publications, library holdings, and material usage by examining 
publication trends and comparing them with trends in subject matter in the Chinese 
studies collection at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. 
Chinese Studies in the United States 
Chinese studies in the United States experienced its first surge of growth during 
the post-war period. At that time, Americans had little direct contact with mainland China 
for political reasons. The small academic field focused primarily on Chinese language, 
literature, thought and history. These areas have been essential for Western scholars of 
China to the extent that the Latin-derived term sinology, meaning “the study of China,” 
generally refers to the study of Chinese language and culture, not to the social sciences or 
other fields. This bent towards the humanities also reflects the way scholarship has 
historically been approached within China. For example, the traditional classification 
system for Chinese texts includes four categories, all of which are oriented toward the 
humanities: the classics (the Confucian canon), historical works, philosophical works, 
and literary works (史子集, jing shi zi ji).  
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As China’s diplomatic and economic relationship with the United States steadily 
gains relevance in our global system, interest in and institutional support for Chinese 
studies have increased dramatically. According to the Modern Language Association, the 
number of university students in the United States studying the Chinese language has 
increased 115% in the last 18 years (Walker 2016). From 2005 to 2010, the number of 
undergraduates majoring in Chinese studies increased by 86.3%, while the number of 
master’s students increased by 155%.i Though the number of students studying Mandarin 
at the college level has decreased in the last five years,ii universities continue to add 
courses, majors, and programs related to Chinese or Asian Studies, such as Duke 
University’s Masters in Critical Asian Humanities (begun 2018), or the new 
undergraduate major in East Asian Studies at University of Northern Georgia (2019).  
As these changes have taken place, scholarship has expanded to include more 
work in the social sciences and other topics relevant to modern China. Some describe this 
shift less as an expansion and more as a move from the “area studies” framework towards 
“discipline-based approaches” (Zhou & Zhao 2013). According to Shen (2009), Chinese-
language academic collections in America are shifting to accommodate these trends. 
However, no study has yet been undertaken to quantitatively measure subject changes in 
Chinese studies collection development in American universities. The goal of this study 
is to quantify subject shifts in English-language academic monographs on greater Chinaiii 
published in a 20 year period, then compare these subject shifts with changes in 
collecting practices and usage patterns in the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. 
The Chinese Studies Collection at UNC 
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Academic programs in East Asian studies at UNC began in the 1950s. At that 
time, Cold War competition in the international sphere led the U.S. government to 
support area studies through Title VI of the National Defense Education Act of 1958. The 
first full time faculty member to specialize in Chinese studies focused on Qing dynasty 
history and worked out of the geography department. The Vietnam War further increased 
student interest in East Asia, which led to additional faculty members being hired. By 
1979, an official Curriculum on East Asian Studies was established. The courses and 
languages offered continued to expand until the Department of Asian Studies, which 
grants a Bachelors of Arts degree, was formed in 2003.  
The UNC Libraries began systematically collecting materials on East Asia in 
1964 in response to the growth in the academic programs. The strengths of UNC’s 
Chinese collection reflect faculty and student interests, and include language and 
literature, history, cinema studies, religion, social sciences and Chinese medicine. In a 
book chapter on the East Asian Collection at UNC written in 2013, Chinese Studies 
Librarian Hsi-chu Bolick anticipated that growth in academic programs in health-related 
fields, business, city planning, law and psychology would shape the directions in which 
the collection expands in the future.  
Duke University, with whom UNC has an established cooperative collecting 
agreement, began developing its East Asian collection around the same time as UNC. 
Soon thereafter, the two universities agreed to share responsibility for collecting East 
Asian research materials. Duke University focused on developing its Japanese collection, 
while UNC concentrated its collecting in Chinese studies materials. In the 1990s, 
expansion of the Chinese studies program at Duke and shifts in faculty research interests 
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led to increased support for Chinese resources, resulting in the rapid development of a 
Chinese-language collection. This close partnership between the two institutions has in 
some ways shaped the two collections, particularly with regard to shared electronic 
resources and efforts to minimize duplication. 
 Given the evolving subject trends of Chinese studies in the English-speaking 
world and at the University of North Carolina, this study will examine the following 
questions: 
● What are the subject area trends in academic monographs published about 
Chinese studies? Is the range of topics in fact broadening? Is it deepening in 
certain areas? 
● How do subject area developments in the collections at UNC for the last twenty 
years compare to changes in the research trends for the same period? In other 
words, is the collection keeping up with the trends? 
● Do changes in subject area for publications reflect trends in usage for Chinese 
studies materials at UNC, as measured by circulation and interlibrary loan data? 
In other words, do the general research trends correspond to the interests of users 
in this community? 
As a case study, this paper cannot assess developments in academic Chinese studies 
collections for North America at large. However, it gives general insight into publication 
trends in Chinese studies in North America. In addition, it provides a model for how to 
examine subject trends in an interdisciplinary field and compare them to developments in 











iii Greater China here refers to mainland China (the People’s Republic of China) and other 
Chinese-speaking areas with significant cultural or political ties to China, including 
Taiwan, Macau and Hong Kong. 
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Literature Review 
Studying Research Trends 
Citation Studies 
Since providing access to current, relevant research is essential in the support of 
teaching and learning at an academic institution, keeping up with research trends is of 
paramount importance to a collection. This is especially true in a field like Chinese 
studies which is undergoing expansion into new areas. When formally assessing research 
trends for the sake of collection development, librarians typically pursue one of two 
options: citation analysis in an institution-specific context, or analysis of trends in 
publications. 
One common method of citation analysis for the purpose of collection assessment 
is that of examining PhD dissertations and master’s theses produced at the collecting 
institution (see Kayongo & Helm, 2012, Barnett-Ellis & Tang, 2016, Gao et al., 2009). 
Though comparing holdings to authoritative collecting lists can give an indication of 
collection quality, studying citations generated by one’s own users allows the researcher 
to assess what percentage of resources in the collection are actually being used in patron 
research (Barnett-Ellis & Tang, 2016). PhD theses are seen as a convenient sample, 
especially if they are easily available in an institutional repository (Gao, Yu, & Luo, 
2009). In addition, Gasparotto (2014) points out that “PhD bibliographies are at least 
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partially predictive of faculty journal citation patterns,” so examining dissertations can be 
seen as killing two birds with one stone (pg. 86). 
However, the research of Beile, Boote, & Killingsworth (2004) indicates that 
librarians may overestimate the expertise of doctoral candidates. Their study found that 
dissertations in the education field tended to draw the large majority of their citations 
from their home institution’s collection. Therefore, the presumption that PhD dissertation 
are reliable sources for developing “core journal lists” is flawed, since candidates appear 
to select their references based not on quality, but on the convenience of locally held 
resources. These results confirm those of Kuyper-Rushing (1999), who found when 
studying citations of music dissertations that “a core list of journals developed by 
studying a single institution’s dissertation citations may not reflect the needs of the user 
at either the institutional or the national level.” (pg. 161). 
Other scholars have focused instead on citations in monographs by faculty 
members at the collecting institutions (Kellsey & Knievel, 2012). Unlike graduate 
students, it can be safely assumed that published scholars at a faculty level cite sources 
based on quality rather than convenience. In addition, as they “usually drive the direction 
of research at a research university,” they are a valuable population to analyze (pg. 570). 
However, Kellsey & Knievel fail to address the fact that areas of faculty research 
interests influence collecting decisions, so the presence of cited materials in a collection 
could indicate tailored collecting practices rather than comprehensive development.  
Though studies of publication trends can’t provide data on local usage, they are 
able to assess research patterns while the avoiding the aforementioned design flaws of 
institution-specific citation analyses. Examining the citations in articles in top journals 
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has been used to improve collection development and reference services (Dilevko & Dali, 
2004). A similar process could be followed for citations in monographs on a standard list. 
However, for reasons mentioned below this study does not use citation analysis, and 
focuses instead on monograph publishing. 
Subject Trends in Monograph Publishing 
Monograph publishing data can be a rich source of information on research and 
publication trends within specific fields, particularly in the humanities. Knievel and 
Kellsey (2005) found that monographs constituted 74.3% on average of the citations in 
core journals in eight humanities fields. Within one field, the percentage of monographs 
cited was as high as 88.2% (pg. 149). So although citation studies often focus on journals, 
there is evidence that in the humanities monograph publishing is fairly representative of 
research in general. Therefore, analyzing monographs fits the aims of this study. 
One tool used to assess publication information in the English-speaking world is 
GOBI (Global Online Bibliographic Information) from EBSCO (formerly YBP’s GOBI). 
As the database of the largest vendor of books to academic libraries in the United States, 
GOBI offers comprehensive coverage of scholarly monographs. The database also offers 
a great deal of metadata on the books they sell. Pisciotta and Frost (2013) used the 
database to assess trends in topics (for instance, particular time period, geographic 
locations and types of art) in the field of art history. Their methodology was effective in 
identifying the rise and decline of certain topics in relation to others within the field. 
Publishing Trends in Chinese Studies 
There have been few studies of subject trends equivalent to that conducted 
Pisciotta and Frost for Chinese studies. In “Who Has Published What in East Asian 
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Studies? An Analysis of Publishers and Publishing Trends,” Chen and Wang used data 
collected from GOBI to examine publication trends in East Asian monographs, including 
such data points as publisher, publication location and subject area (2008). However, 
their coverage was relatively narrow (2000-2005). In addition, their primary concern was 
subject distribution within and among a few major publishers, and their focus was East 
Asia broadly rather than China specifically.   
“A Scholarly Review of Chinese Studies in North America” edited by Haihui 
Zhang and colleagues offers a rich qualitative overview of current research in Chinese 
studies (2010). Zhang notes that “[t]he current areas of active research have extended 
beyond the traditional subdivisions of sinology into a rich variety of new methodological 
approaches and new subdisciplines” (pg. vi). However, this compilation of essays on a 
range of topics by subject specialists does not seek to quantify these shifts. This study 
aims to build on and quantify previous studies by utilizing the GOBI database to examine 
subject trends in Chinese studies over an extended period of time. 
Collection Assessment Methods 
Performing regular collection assessment is viewed as an essential component of 
managing an academic library collection. Academic libraries are obligated to provide 
collections which are “sufficient in quality, depth, diversity, format, and currency to 
support the research and teaching missions of the institution” (ALA Standards for 
Libraries in Higher Education, 2006). The studies in this section address frameworks for 
collection assessment and different indicators used to measure the success of a collection. 
Borin and Yi (2008) discuss two models for collection assessment: user-based and 
collection based. They suggest a conceptual framework in which researchers select two 
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or three indicators from a basic six (general capacity, subject-specific standards, scholarly 
publishing, usage, users and environmental factors/social constructs), depending on the 
goals of their study. A large number of studies (Bronicki, et al., 2015, Chen, 2016, 
Ochola, 2002 and Grover 1999) approach collection assessment using the general 
capacity and usage indicators. These studies use data such as holdings by subject area 
(operationalized using Library of Congress classification), circulation data and 
interlibrary loan data to measure the level of usage across subject areas in comparison to 
the portion of the collection occupied by those subject areas.  
For performing analysis on holdings, circulation and interlibrary loan (ILL) data, 
two frequently-cited calculation methods have been suggested by Aguilar (1986) and 
Mills (1981) to evaluate collection usage. Aguilar proposed the Ratio of Borrowings to 
Holdings (RBH), a measure of the number of interlibrary loan requests in a collection or 
subject area relative to the holdings in that area. Theoretically, a high percentage of ILL 
requests relative to a small number of holdings indicates overuse in that area, while a low 
percentage of requests relative to a large number of holdings indicates underuse. Mills 
suggested the Percentage of Expected Use (PEU) measure. This calculates the ratio of the 
circulation for a subject area in relation to the holdings in that area as a percentage. In a 
well-balanced collection, the PEU for a given area will be close to 100%, because the 
holdings for that area will be at the same percentage as the usage for that area. The results 
from these two measures can aid collection developers in deselection, decisions about 
remote storage, and making overused areas more robust. 
Many studies which use holdings data grapple with the parameters in which to 
conduct their research. As pointed out by Borin and Yi (2011), it can be difficult to make 
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electronic holdings conform to the same measures as print holdings. For example, print 
collections are generally assessed at the item level. However, electronic books with 
multiple “volumes” are seldom stored in databases as separate items, making 
comparisons laborious. Bronicki, Turner, and Vaillancourt (2015) also reluctantly 
excluded electronic resources from their gap analysis because the data mined from their 
ILS (Sierra) for the study did not include Library of Congress call numbers for these 
materials, making subject analysis difficult. 
In the field of East Asian librarianship, the continued importance of print suggests 
that collection assessment focusing on print is not only practical but also valuable. Chen 
argues for the merits of print collection assessment by pointing out that many East Asian 
resources are available only in print, and a large portion of the budgets for the member 
institutions of the Council on East Asian Libraries are allocated to print resources (In 
2014, 72% for Chinese, 88% for Japanese, and 80% for Korean collections) (2016). 
Given the challenges of analyzing e-resources and the importance of print for Chinese 











This study examined the relationship between three types of trends in Chinese 
studies. Firstly, subject trends in academic monographs focusing on greater China, 1998-
2018. Secondly, subject trends in print holdings for Chinese studies at UNC published 
1992-2017. Finally, trends in circulation (2018) and ILL data (2013-2018) by subject area 
for Chinese studies. Though ideally the study would have analyzed trends within the 
same time frame for these different datasets, due to data constraints explained below, 
slightly offset time periods were selected. By comparing these three trends, two 
objectives were achieved. Firstly, we quantified anecdotal shifts in subject area for 
Chinese studies academic publishing in English, which provides useful information to 
Chinese studies librarians throughout the United States. Two, we evaluated the extent to 
which collecting practices at UNC reflect both these broad trends and the trends in usage 
by the patrons. Based on our initial hypothesis, we expected to see increasing growth in 
social sciences (H) and film, drama and graphic novels (PN) and decreasing growth in 
literature (P), history (D) and philosophy, psychology and religion (B). 
Data Collection and Processing 
Publications Data 
 15 
For collecting data on academic monographs, we utilized the database of GOBI 
Library Solutions from EBSCO. GOBI’s coverage of English-language academic works 
was determined to be extensive enough to accurately approximate all scholarly 
publications in the desired period (juvenile and popular works were excluded from the 
query). Examining twenty years of data (1998-2018) allowed us to capture the impact of 
geopolitical events relating to the rise of China during this period. Initially, the study 
intended to examine twenty-five years of data, 1992-2017, in alignment with the holdings 
data. However, due to very low publication numbers 1992-1997 (only 6 volumes were 
published in these 5 years), they were excluded. The publications from 2018 were added 
to bolster the data. 
Following the methods of Chen and Wang (2008), we isolated publications on 
greater China through GOBI’s “geographical descriptor” field. We extracted publications 
categorized under China, Hong Kong, Taiwan, Macao, and Tibet. Other fields extracted 
were: Title, Author, Editor, Publisher, Place of Publication, Publication Year, Binding 
(this includes format information, such as e-book vs. print book), Call Number and 
Library of Congress Subject Headings. Some titles were duplicated in the list because 
multiple formats were published. In order to maintain a fair representation of different 
subject areas, these duplicates were deleted so that each edition of a book had only one 
entry in the dataset. 
One potential bias introduced by using GOBI as a proxy for publications is that 
UNC uses a GOBI approval plan to maintain its English-language collection on China. 
Therefore, in theory subject correlations between UNC’s holdings and GOBI’s database 
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could be attributed to the fact that UNC sources its materials from GOBI. However, the 
comprehensive nature of GOBI’s holdings diminishes this potential effect.  
Holdings Data 
Since Chinese studies collections are interdisciplinary, there is no Library of 
Congress call number which groups Chinese materials in a single location. Therefore, 
defining and isolating the appropriate materials in the library system required a JSON 
query which could extract works about China from the ILS based on the assigned 
metadata (see Appendix I). First, we queried all works containing the terms China, 
Chinese, Hong Kong, Tibet, Taiwan or Macau in any 6xx fields of their MARC record. 
This set of fields captures all subject-related data assigned to a work, such as topical 
terms (650), geographic names (651), local topical terms (690), etc. According to 
cataloging practices established by the Library of Congress, at least one fifth of a work 
must be about a subject in order for it to be supplied. Therefore, any work containing the 
specified terms was in large part about China. However, Library of Congress Subject 
Headings (LCSH) may not have been assigned for all materials cataloged at UNC. 
Therefore, we also extracted all works which included the following terms in their title: 
China, Chinese, Hong Kong, Cathay (to account for older works), Tibet, Taiwan and 
Macau.  
In addition to including works about China in the dataset, this study also captured 
all works in the Chinese language. In theory, some works in the collection that are in the 
Chinese language may not be about Chinese studies. However, given that collecting 
Chinese-language works has been the responsibility of subject librarians at UNC from the 
time that the collection first underwent systematic development, it is logical to assume 
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that the vast majority of Chinese-language works relate to the study of China. In addition 
to works solely in Chinese, multi-lingual works that used Chinese were included (based 
on MARC field 041). However, when processing the data it was found that works which 
were in a large number of languages were seldom truly about China. To minimize works 
in which the Chinese language did not play a significant role, items that were in more 
than three languages were deleted from the dataset. However, since there was a 
significant number of works in English, Japanese, Korean and Chinese, and these 
countries share a history of Sinocentrism, these items were maintained despite being 
written in four languages. 
Due to reasons explained above in the literature review, microfilms, electronic 
resources, and multimedia materials were not included in the analysis. Twenty-five years 
of data (1992-2017) were examined. Since with the holdings data we were interested in 
collecting practices rather than publication trends, ideally we would have collected data 
based on acquisition date rather than publication date. However, as this information is not 
stored in Sierra, we relied on publication date as a proxy. This assumes that a significant 
portion of the printed works were acquired soon after publication. In keeping with 
common practice for collection assessment, the records were retrieved at the item level, 
rather than the bibliographic level. 
Finally, the data underwent general cleaning to make the results more 
representative of the items currently in the collection. For instance, items with the 
following statuses were deleted from the dataset: Lost and Paid, Claims Lost, Declared 
Lost, Never Received, Missing, and Withdrawn. Several hundred items also had no 
Library of Congress (LC) call number. Some of these items were from the Health 
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Sciences Library, where they had been assigned a local call number in the W class (which 
does not exist in standard Library of Congress classification). These were assigned to “R” 
(Medicine) under the assumption that they were all medicine-related. There were also 
several hundred art or auction catalogs which were assigned to “N” (Fine Arts). A large 
number of government documents in the collection were cataloged using the 
Superintendent of Documents (SuDocs) Classification System. Due to the volume and 
subject variation of these documents, assigning them individual LC call numbers was 
deemed out of scope for the project. Therefore these items were excluded from the 
dataset. Finally, there were around two hundred items such as theses, some serials and 
others which were never assigned LC numbers. These were individually assigned 
numbers either by looking up call numbers used at peer institutions in OCLC WorldCat, 
or on the basis of subject headings (for those items which were not found in WorldCat). 
The final fields extracted in the holdings query were: Title, Library of Congress 
Call Number, Publication Year, Last Year Circulation, Total Circulation, Material Type, 
Publisher/Vendor, OCLC Number, and Library of Congress Subject Headings. 
Limitations of Holdings Data 
The above method for isolating Chinese studies materials is not without 
limitations. It’s possible that there are works about China which were missed in the 
query. For instance, books about China which are neither in Chinese nor in English could 
be excluded. In the absent of English-language subject headings (a stronger possibility 
for non-English works), the title search would not capture them. However, the more 
obvious limitation for the above methodology is capturing items that fall outside of the 
desired specifications. For instance, works by the author “Macauley” (contains string 
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macau*) or works containing *china* within the title (these were mostly Russian-
language items). The data was systematically searched using functions in Excel to ensure 
that such strings within words that weren’t captured in the final data set. 
Other irrelevant works captured included those on flora or fauna originating in 
China which contain “Chinese” in their title, or works on porcelain (i.e. China) with 
subject headings which indicated they were not otherwise relevant to the country China. 
These were harder to systematically exclude, but were discovered and deleted as much as 
possible via visual search. 
For unknown reasons, the query in Sierra captured several thousand titles which 
did not include the specified terms in the title or subject fields. Many of these titles 
included Asia in their subject headings, leading the researcher to conclude that the query 
executed properly but that Sierra somehow clusters subject data so these were pulled into 
the search. However, given that they did not fit the criteria, all items which did not meet 
the specifications of the original query were deleted from the dataset using functions in 
Excel. 
Usage Data 
 At the UNC libraries, circulation data is stored in Sierra with holdings data. 
Unfortunately, the system only keeps total circulation data, checkouts in the last complete 
fiscal year (which in the case of this data would be all checkouts from July 1, 2017 to 
June 30, 2018) and checkouts for the current year to date. Therefore, longitudinal 
circulation data was not available for this study. In a small number of cases, circulation 
for the last fiscal year is higher than the total circulation. This data would seem 
contradictory, because total circulation accounts for all checkouts since acquisition. 
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However, this anomaly is the result of a policy of counting checkouts from items on 
reserve into the yearly circulation, but not the total circulation. Therefore when viewing 
circulation data it should be keep in mind that in a small number of cases, items recently 
on reserve have a higher representation for last year’s circulation. 
 Data for interlibrary loan requests made by UNC users was retrieved from a 
spreadsheet kept internally from the interlibrary loan department at the UNC libraries. 
Unfortunately, the ILL department does not use MARC records for items that are 
requested from other libraries, so they do not keep subject headings data. Due to this 
limitation, isolating works on Chinese studies using the same methods as those used to 
query the holdings was not possible. The ILL department at UNC maintained a list of 
requests for works in East Asian languages for fiscal years 2014 through 2018. Therefore, 
for this portion of the usage we examined only Chinese-language works for those dates, 
not all works on China. Though this view of usage is more limited, it was compared with 
Chinese-language holdings to get a sense of how the two factors align.  
Interview Data 
Finally, an interview was performed with the Chinese Studies Librarian at UNC. 
This information helped to contextualize and explain collecting patterns. The interview 
was considered when analyzing the results in the discussion section. For a list of 
questions, see Appendix III. 
Data Analysis 
The primary point of analysis was subject trends as measured by LC Call 
Numbers by year. Because the number of books acquired varies from year to year, we 
examined the percentage of the dataset occupied by a given area over time rather than a 
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raw number. For instance, if we observed an “increase” in language and literature, this 
represents an increase in the percentage of language and literature between years, not 
necessarily an increase in the number of language and literature books. In addition to 
recording trends in the 21 major subject areas identified by the Library of Congress 
classification system, we performed more detailed analysis on areas which occupy a large 
portion of the collection or which exhibit strong trends. We also calculated a Ratio of 
Borrowings to Holdings (RBH), and a Percentage of Expected Use (PEU) for each 
subject area as described in the literature review above. 
Our second point of analysis was Library of Congress subject headings, which 
were assigned to both the publication and the holdings data. In theory, subject headings 
provide a more accurate measure of subject matter, because they contain more detail than 
can be captured by a classification number. They allow for a book to be coded with more 
than one major subject area, which avoids the problem inherent in call numbers, i.e. that 
they categorize materials under a single subject. However, the disadvantage of subject 
headings is that they are necessarily more specific, and therefore decrease the numbers of 
books in a given category, making quantitative analysis that has significance more 
difficult to achieve. This is especially true for the publications data, which was more 
limited in volume. Despite these disadvantages, subject headings still provide a more 
nuanced view of the subject composition for the collection. For our analysis, we 






905 academic works about greater China published between 1998 and 2018 were 
found in GOBI’s database. In this 20 year span, the subject grouping which constituted 
the largest portion of the publications was social sciences (H) at 24.97% of the dataset, 
followed by history (D) at 19.89%, language and literature (P) at 13.149% and finally 
philosophy, psychology and religion at 8.07%. All of the other classification occupied 
less than 7%, with many below 1%. One challenge in measuring trends in these subjects 
across time, however, was the inconsistency in the number of publications by year. 
Publication volume varied widely, from a high count of 91 titles published in 2007 to a 
single title published in 1998. This inconsistency made it difficult to determine 
significance in any trends observed, since lack of data for some years could lead to 
misleading percentages occupied by certain subject categories. In an attempt to partially 
compensate for this possibility, data was grouped into sets of two years for the subject 
analysis so that each group of two years would have at least 10 titles to analyze. 
At first glance, the data reveals no obvious upwards or downwards trends in 
subject matter across the period (see Figure 1). The hypothesis that social sciences (H) 
would increase in relation to language and literature (P), philosophy, psychology and 
religion (B) and history (D) seemed to be disproven, as social sciences appear to be in 
 23 
slight decline and the other traditional subjects appear to be holding steady. The only 
subject that appears to be growing with any significance is law (K). 
However, one trend that appears evident is the decreasing variance between 
subjects (Figure 2). Sample variance was calculated using this expression in Microsoft 
Excel: . It measures the spread between data points. For instance, the 
variance between subject areas for 1999-2000 was relatively high (0.99%), because there 
were large numbers of works in some subject areas (like social sciences (H) and history 
(D)), but many subject areas that had only a few works published, and there weren’t 
many subjects published which were close to the mean value. In contrast, the subject 
variance for 2017-2018 was relatively low (0.35%) because there were more high-volume 
subjects closer to the mean value. The time periods 2009-2010 and 2011-2012 appear to 
be outliers to the trend; however, these two time periods are those in which there was a 
large drop in publishing volume (11 and 13 volumes published respectively), meaning 
that figures from those years could be unreliable.  
 







































Figure 2. Sample variance between subject areas for all publications 
 In addition to performing analysis on subject areas as determined by LC 
classification, we also examined the LC Subject Headings assigned by GOBI to see if 
there were any trends in subject matter apparent. In the case of items from the 
publications dataset, there was not sufficient overlap in subject headings to obtain a clear 
picture of trends over time. Below (Figure 3) is a list of the top 6 subject headings by 
volume in GOBI for 1999-2018. It should be kept in mind that multiple subject headings 
may be assigned per work, so some works may be counted more than once. Some themes 
that emerged were a strong emphasis on economics, politics and foreign relations. 
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 The dataset of Chinese-language and China-related works in UNC’s print 
collection published between 1992 and 2017 totaled 102,760 items. Of these, 75.36% are 
Chinese-language, 22.47% are English-language, and small numbers are in Russian 
(0.49%), Korean (0.41%), French (0.38%), Japanese (0.23%) and various other 
languages. Figure 4 (below) displays the change in broad subject area (based on the first 
letter of the LC Call Number) over time for the top seven subject areas by volume.i From 
this overview, it can be seen that the trends predicted were not immediately evident in the 
data. In fact, language and literature (P) actually experienced growth in relation to other 
collection areas since approximately 2003. All other areas appear to be holding fairly 













Figure 4. Percentage of the Collection by Subject Area for Top 7 Subjects 
 While manipulating the data, it became clear that the collecting patterns for 
English-language and Chinese-language data are fairly different. The most significant 
difference lies in the spread of the subjects. Though the core collecting areas remain the 
same (social sciences, history, language and literature, philosophy, psychology and 
religion, and art), the portions of the collection occupied by these areas is quite different. 
For English-language resources, the areas mentioned above seldom go above 25% or 
below 5% of the collection for a given year. History and social sciences are in 
competition for greatest portion of the collection, often exchanging places for most 
collected by year. Philosophy, psychology and religion, art, political science (J) and law 
(K), constitute a smaller part of the collection, but still significant. In the 25 year period, 
the only area which seems to have experienced growth is language and literature, in 
parallel with the larger collection. Lack of significant changes in collection composition 
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In contrast, the Chinese-language collection consistently favors some collecting 
areas strongly over others. Language and literature have dominated the collection 
throughout the period, with history as a clear second, followed by philosophy, 
psychology and religion, art and social science. Unlike with English-language resources, 
some changes in variance across time are in evidence among the Chinese-resources 
(Figure 5). This appears to be the result of steady growth in language and literature 
(already the largest collecting area). Most other areas have remained the same or slightly 
declined. In the following section, we will examine the seven largest subject areas for 
both languages: philosophy, psychology and religion, history, social sciences, political 
science, law, art, and language and literature. 
 
Figure 5. Variance in subject spread by language 
Subject Areas 
 
Philosophy, Psychology and Religion (B) 
Within B, the strongest collection areas are Buddhism (BQ), Philosophy (General) 
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5.37% of the collection. Both in the subject area at large and within the sub-categories 
there are few indications of any significant trends in subject matter. For Chinese-
language resources only, there does appear to be a very slight downward trend in 
acquisitions relative to other subject areas, but this is not apparent for English-language 
resources and is of unclear significance. When comparing the two languages, areas of 
collection strengths are similar. However, in English Practical Theology (BV) holds a 
larger place in the collection, and does exhibit a downward trend, with a high point of 
15.25% of B materials in 1996 and a low point of 0% in 2017. 
History (D) 
Throughout this period history is a significant and consistent part of the 
collection, with no apparent increase or decrease in percentage. It constitutes an average 
of 22.51% of materials collected, with a high point of 27.92% in 2003 and a low point of 
18.05% in 2017 (though this may be artificially low because the library has not had time 
to collect materials published recently). There is no difference in trends between English 
and Chinese. The vast majority of history materials falls in the DS700s, the history of 
China. The strongest two areas are DS770s (which cover Chinese history from the Boxer 
Rebellion (1899-1901) through present day) and the DS790s (which covers the local 
history and description of Hong Kong, Mongolia and Taiwan). The DS790s rise to a peak 
in the early 2000s (2002-2004) then slightly decline through the present (though still 
remaining the largest category). The DS730s (which include ethnography and early 
Chinese history) experience several peaks, the largest of which is in 2010. However, 
there appear to be no strong trends that are maintained for any period of time. 
Social Sciences (H) 
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Like history, the social sciences remain a significant and consistent part of the 
collection, though they appear to have experienced a slight decline over the period, with a 
relatively higher portion of the collection falling into social sciences in the late 1990s 
(closer to 15%), and a somewhat lower portion in the 2010s (around 10%). However, this 
may be more reflective of slight growth in the 1990s than slight decline in the long term. 
In Chinese-language materials, this decline is less apparent than in English, where H has 
decreased steadily from a high of 27.03% in 2000 to a low of 15.59% in 2017. 
Within the social sciences, strengths include Economic History and Conditions 
(HC) (23.60% overall), Industries. Land Use. Labor (HD) (16.04%), and The Family. 
Marriage. Women (HQ) (11.37%). The largest category, Economic History and 
Conditions, underwent a steady decline from a high of 35.68% in 1994 to a low of 
15.58% in 2004. This ten year downward trend may have been the result of an increasing 
interest in economic topics which did not relate to history. In this same period Industries. 
Land Use. Labor (HD), The Family. Marriage. Women (HQ), Social History and 
Conditions. Social Problems (HN), Criminology (HV) and Commerce (HF) all underwent 
slight growth. Starting in 2005, Economic History and Conditions (HC) began to 
experience growth again, but remained in closer competition with other topics within the 
social sciences (see Figure 6 below). This observation of decreased subject variance 
among the social sciences is confirmed by measures of variance in Excel, which fall from 




Figure 6. Selected areas of social sciences (H) 
Political Science (J) 
In the collection as a whole, political science does not exhibit any significant 
growth or shrinkage in this period. There is a sudden spike in the proportion of holdings 
in 1992, but given that it only lasts for that single year, it is most likely an anomaly, such 
as the purchase of a large set or a donation in this area. Generally, political science 
constitutes an average of 3.35% of the collection. In the English-language collection, it 
holds a slightly larger place (7.12% on average), and does decline over the period, from a 
high of 12.93% in 2001 to a low of 2.99% in 2016. As with social science, there appears 
to be a significant decrease in the variance between sub-topics in Chinese-language 
political science materials (Figure 7), although the collecting patterns vary according to 
language. 
For Chinese-language resources, the largest topic is Political institutions and 
public administration (Asia, Africa, Australia, Pacific Area, etc.) (JQ). Though it makes 
up 71.83% of the collection overall in this period, it has declined from a high point of 
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growth of Local government. Municipal government (JS), which rises from almost 
nothing in the early 1990s to nearly rivaling JQ in 2017. Political science (General) (JA) 
also experienced significant growth in the mid- to late 2000s.  
For English-language resources, Political Institutions and public administration 
(United States) (JK) was the largest subject from 1992-2009, when it precipitously 
dropped to nothing. This corresponded with growth in Political institutions and public 
administration (Asia, Africa, Australia, Pacific Area, etc.) (JQ), International relations 
(JZ), and Political theory (JC). The dramatic drop in the JK class may have to do less 
with a change in collecting practice, and may be related to a change in cataloging 
practice. Since many government documents fall into JK, it’s possible that in 2010 the 
SuDocs classification system came to be implemented for this portion of the collection, 
leading to an absence of items assigned JK call numbers. The obsolescence of 
International Law (JX) in 1997 may also have contributed to the growth in International 
relations (JZ) and other J categories, though the influence does not appear to be 
significant.  
 











As with other subject areas, law in general does not appear to have undergone any 
significant trends. It constitutes around 3% of the collection on average during this 
period. Within the subject, there seems to be a significant increase in United States law 
(KF) starting from around 2002. There is a jump in China (People's Republic, 1949- ) 
law (KNQ) around 2000-2001, followed by a decrease then a slight increase in the last 5 
years. There is a lesser jump in China (Republic, 1949- ). Taiwan law (KNP) around 
2003, followed by general decrease. Other areas of strength in the collection include Law 
in general. Comparative and uniform law. Jurisprudence (K) and China law (KNN) (See 
Figure 8) 
 
Figure 8. Selected areas of law (K) 
Art (N) 
 Art appears to have experienced a gradual but steady rise in comparison with 
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though it has declined slightly in recent years. Within the subject there are no apparent 
trends, neither are there any discernable difference in trends between languages.  
Language and Literature (P) 
Of all the subject areas, language and literature is the only one which 
demonstrates obvious growth, rising more or less steadily from a low of 20.28% in 1992 
to a high of 48.00% in 2017. The subject is divided between Chinese Language and 
Literature (PL1000-3000) and Literature (General) (PN), which contains drama, poetry, 
journalism, and film studies. The ratio between these two areas remains consistent 
through the period. Within the English-language collection language and literature holds 
a much smaller place overall (only around 14% of the collection as opposed to 36% of 
the Chinese-language collection). As with the collection as a whole, this subject area has 
grown significantly for English-language resources, from a low of 11.03% in 1999 to 
high of 26.16% in 2017. However, the percentages of Chinese language and literature 
(PL) are lower for English-language works, as English literature (PR), American 
literature (PS) and Germanic literature (PT) occupy a larger percentage, along with 
several other categories. 
Within the full collection, Chinese literature (PL2000s) takes up the largest 
portion. There is a logical decrease in Chinese literature—individual authors and 
works—1949-2000 (PL2800s) around 2000 and increase in Chinese literature—
individual authors and works—2001- (PL2900s), but no true trends are apparent. Within 
Literature (General) (PN), the collection is strongest in the PN1990s, which includes 
television and motion pictures, and Dramatic representation. The theater (PN2800s). The 
PN1990s appear to have experienced fluctuating growth throughout this period. 
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Subject Heading Analysis 
 
Examining subject headings gives an indication of which subject areas are most 
popular throughout this period. The below charts don’t give an indication of longitudinal 
popularity. It should be noted only 89.8% of the dataset were assigned at least one 
headings. For Chinese-language works, 87.05% have subject headings, while 98.17% of 
English-language works have them. In other words, English-language works will be over-
represented in this analysis in comparison to their representation in the dataset as a 
whole. To compensate for this, and to determine differences between collecting practices 
between the two languages, separate lists were generated based on English only (Figure 
11) and Chinese only (Figure 12). Because multiple volumes of periodicals and sets 
generally have a single record (and therefore have the same subject headings), they were 
eliminated from this analysis to give a fairer representation to all works in the collection.  
The subject headings were examined in two ways. The first was to analyze the 
primary heading alone (Figure 9). For this analysis, each work is only counted once. 
Therefore, it is possible to compare relative popularity of headings on the list, keeping in 
mind that instances of that heading that aren’t listed as the primary heading in the record 
will be left out of the analysis. The second method is to combine the first five distinct 
subject headings into one dataset (Figure 10). With this method, nearly all instances of a 
subject heading be assigned are included, so overall popularity of subjects can be better 
determined. However, individual works may be represented more than once in the list 
since they may have multiple subject headings. Therefore, the viewer should be cautious 


























































Figure 12. Top 10 primary LCSH for Chinese only 
 Though it is not possible to observe trends based on the above information, some 
notable collecting practices do emerge from the data. For instance, it is apparent that 
English and Chinese-language resources differ significantly in their subject area 
strengths. For Chinese-language resources (Figure 12), nine of the top ten headings relate 
to language and literature. For English-language resources (Figure 11), the top ten results 




 Due to limitations noted in the methods section, there is no longitudinal 
circulation data available. Because total circulation would give stronger weight to items 
which had been in the collection for a longer period of time, the following analysis was 
done on the basis of a single year of circulation data, fiscal year (FY) 2018. As seen in 
Figure 13 below, in general the percentage of circulation per subject area corresponds 
closely with the percentage of holdings for that area. One way of specifically measuring 
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this ratio is to divide the percentage circulation by the percentage holdings, which yields 
the Percentage of Expected Use (PEU) contained in Figure 14. Allowing for a twenty 
percent margin, a PEU of more than 120% (marked in green) indicates overuse of the 
collection for that area, while a PEU of less than 80% (marked in red) indicates underuse.  
Note that some of the areas with outsized PEU like Naval Science (V) or History 
of the Americas (F) constitute very small percentages of both the collection and the 
circulation, so these numbers may not be representative of significant over or underuse. 
This also applies to the apparent underuse of General Works (A), which contains non-
circulating periodicals and reference works. Some of the more interesting results are the 
overuse of traditional areas like language and literature (P), philosophy, psychology and 
religion (B) and art (N). This, paired with the underuse of political science (J), social 
science (H) and science (Q), indicates that trends predicted on the basis of academic 
circles may not apply to the majority of users. 
 
 
































Figure 14. Percentage of expected use based on FY 2018 circulation 
Subject Headings Circulation 
A second (non-longitudinal) method employed for determining circulation 
patterns at UNC was compiling lists of the most-circulated subject headings. For this 
measure, the total circulation was used rather than the fiscal year circulation. Since 
individual items are not the unit of analysis, there is no concern about weighting older 
acquisitions over recent ones. The total circulation for the dataset was 142952. Of those 
items, 108587 (75.96%) were assigned at least one LC Subject Heading. Once again, 
English-language items which circulated had a higher coverage rate (98.14%) than 
Chinese-language items (60.24%).  
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As demonstrated in Figures 15 and 16, when all languages are combined, the most 
popular topics are Chinese fiction, followed by the politics and economics of China from 
1976 to the early 2000s. When only considering one subject heading per item (Figure 15), 
Mao Zedong also figures prominently in circulated items. As seen in Figures 17 and 18, 
there is a significant subject divide for the circulation of Chinese and English items. For 
Chinese-language works (Figure 18), the top eight results relate to language and 
literature. For English (Figure 17), none of the top ten results relate to language and 
literature; rather, they are focused on economics, politics, foreign relations, Chinese 





















































Figure 18. Top 10 LCSH (first five headings combined), Chinese only 
Interlibrary Loan Requests 
 Unlike circulation, interlibrary loan requests do not measure usage of the 
collection. Rather, they indicate areas where the users’ needs are not met directly by the 
collection. By comparing the percentage of requests to the percentage of holdings for an 
area, we can get an indication of areas which receive a comparatively high number of 
requests, and therefore may be areas of greater potential use. In the last five fiscal years, 
UNC filled requests for 380 Chinese-language items. Because this is a relatively small 
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dataset, the results are of debatable significance. As seen in Figure 19,  the five most 
requested areas were language and literature (P), history (D), art (N), social sciences (H) 
and philosophy, psychology and religion (B). It appears as though there may be a slight 
upward trend in requests for social sciences and language and literature. According to the 
Ratio of Borrowings to Holdings measure displayed in Figure 20, education (L), art (N), 
medicine (R), agriculture (S) and technology (T) are overused in the sense that they are 
being most heavily borrowed. Here overuse was determined by selecting those areas 
which were more than one standard deviation above the mean for the dataset (where S 
has been removed from the dataset because of lack of significance).  
 











































i For a complete chart of percentages for all subject areas by year, 1992-2017, see 
Appendix II 




 This study was premised on the hypothesis that growth in the field of Chinese 
studies has resulted in an increase in the breadth of topics for Chinese studies academic 
publications and library collections, especially in areas related to the social sciences and 
popular culture. This hypothesis was not conclusively confirmed by the data. Contrary to 
expectations, academic publications demonstrated no strong growth in the social sciences 
in proportion to areas of traditional strength for sinology. Likewise, UNC’s Chinese 
studies collection did not appear to experience significant proportional growth in the 
social sciences, or over-circulation and requesting of social science works (which would 
indicate growth). In fact, in both datasets social sciences even experienced a slight 
decline from the late 1990s through the mid 2010s. There was also no evidence that PN, 
the classification which contains popular culture topics like manga, television and media 
studies, has undergone large growth in proportion to more traditional types of literature 
(PL). 
However, some interesting trends did emerge. There are indications that China-
related materials are covering a greater variety of topics. There also appears to be growth 
in unexpected areas of UNC’s collection, which may be in response to changing user 
populations. Some peaks in subject areas may imply increased development based on 
current events. In the following section we will discuss the implications of these findings
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and use insights gained from an interview with the Chinese Studies Librarian at UNC to 
help contextualize these patterns in UNC’s collection.
 
Continuity in Areas of Strength 
 One of the research questions we set out to answer was “How do subject area 
developments in the collections at UNC for the last twenty years compare to changes in 
the research trends for the same period?” When comparing English-language publications 
with the English-language collection at UNC, it was difficult to observe common trends 
between the datasets, although the top eight subjects held similar proportions of their 
respective datasets over the course of the period (Figure 21). The only trend observable in 
the publications dataset was a slight decline in social sciences. This was also evident in 
the UNC holdings. For both publications and holdings, traditional core areas in the 
humanities (art, history and literature) maintained their levels. In the case of UNC’s 
holdings, language and literature was even increasing. This indicates that UNC collection 
is generally aligned with trends in publication. 
When describing the collection’s strengths, the Chinese Studies Librarian made 
the comment, “[Language and literature and history have] always been the strongest 
areas, especially Chinese language and literature. Following that would be other arts and 
humanities. Social science developed…in the 1980s…The collecting practices [are] 
considered quite stable.” She emphasized the practice of building on established 
strengths, and committing significant portions of the budgets to these areas. These 
choices are affirmed by the circulation data. The PEU generally indicate good usage 
levels for most areas. Interestingly, humanities areas are even overused, while science, 
 45 
social science, political science and law tend to be underused. As we will see below, the 
principle of maintaining strengths and responding to circulation demand does not imply a 










Figure 21. Percentage of dataset by subject area, 1999-2018 
Expanding Coverage 
 While many major subject areas for both the publications and holdings datasets 
don’t appear to have experienced major trends at first glance, changes in the variance 
between subject areas indicate an expansion in the topics relating to China that are 
covered. For publications data, gradual increases in smaller areas like law and medicine, 
accompanied by slight decrease in large areas like history and social science have 
resulted in decreased variance from the mean value. Within the more robust holdings data 
of UNC’s collection, this decrease in variance becomes even more clear. The term 
“decreasing variance” can be deceptive in that it seems to imply a decrease in diversity of 
materials. However, exactly the opposite is true. A decrease in the variance between 
subjects indicates that publications are being collected in a greater range of topics, 
leading the percentages occupied by various subjects in the collection to grow closer 
together. With UNC’s collection, an overall assessment (found in Figure 5 of the Results 
section) shows an increase in variance. However, this trend is due to a sizeable increase 
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in language and literature (P), which will be discussed below. When P is removed from 
the calculation, we find that variance between subject areas is decreasing for both English 
and Chinese resources (see Figure 22).  
  
Figure 22. Variance between subject areas, excluding language and literature (P) 
Within specific subjects, three interconnected trends have emerged: decreased 
variance between all subcategories, decrease of traditionally strong areas relative to other 
areas, and increase of traditionally less strong areas. Take social science (H) as an 
example. From 1992-2004, Economic History and Conditions of China (HC420s) 
declined in favor of areas like Industries. Land Use. Labor (HD), The Family. Marriage. 
Women (HQ), and Social History and Conditions and Commerce (HF). Within political 
science, Political institutions and public administration (Asia, Africa, Australia, Pacific 
Area, etc.) (JQ) remained the strongest area without much decline, but other areas like 
Local government. Municipal government (JS) and International relations (JZ) grew 
considerably. Within law (K), United States law (KF) increased in relation to the 
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1949- ). Taiwan law (KNP). These examples support the theory that the depth of what is 
being collected for Chinese studies is increasing for political science, social science and 
law. 
The interview sheds light on some of the possible reasons behind these shifts. The 
Chinese Studies Librarian observed that traditionally in the West, the study of China has 
been categorized as an area study. Scholars “[focused] on the area and [wanted] to 
have…an overall broad understanding of the country…mostly [in reference] to arts and 
humanities, and later on social science. [They wanted to] try to understand this area from 
all aspects.” With an increase in Chinese intellectuals coming to study and research in the 
United States, Chinese studies is becoming more discipline-based. She pointed out, “they 
don't need to be introduced [to] Chinese culture…[so for instance,] they want to study 
sociology, they want to put sociology as the main focus, [and] put China as a 
component.” A shift toward more discipline-based approaches would explain why the 
collection is becoming more diverse. Rather than simply reading books on the economic 
history of China or about the political institutions of China, users might want to read 
books in Chinese about industry generally, or about political theory. 
Another factor that might explain a greater diversity of topics covered in the 
collection is the increased popularity of personalized research topics. When discussing 
changes she has observed in working with faculty and graduate students over the years, 
the librarian noted that scholars once tended to restricted themselves to traditionally 
mainstream areas of study like language, literature or history. Now, however, researchers 
are branching out to study subjects with more personal relevance. She brought up a few 
examples. For instance, female researchers are interested in women studies in China. 
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Researchers connected to certain ethnic or social groups are interested in studying those 
groups. Researchers from the Chinese diaspora want to study that diaspora. This trend 
could also lend itself to creating greater diversity in the topics covered by the collection, 
as researchers expand away from mainstream topics. 
It is also significant to note that although circulation from the 2018 fiscal year 
favored traditional areas of study (see Figure 14), within less traditional areas like 
political science and social science, circulation in emergent collecting areas like The 
Family. Marriage. Women (HQ), International Relations (JZ) and Local Government. 
Municipal Government (JS) is robust (see Figure 23 and Figure 24). This indicates that 



































Figure 24. Percentage of expected use within social sciences (H) 
Changes in User Population 
 The most immediately evident trend that emerged from the data was the growth in 
language and literature in the Chinese-language materials. While other strong areas like 
history and philosophy maintained their levels throughout the period, language and 
literature expanded from 20% of items collected in 1992 to nearly half of the collection in 
2017. What could explain this upward trend? One strong possibility is changes in the user 
population. As the numbers of native Chinese speakers enrolled at UNC increases, the 
collection may have adapted to fit their needs. Many Chinese speakers are not studying 
Chinese studies explicitly, but may use the collection for leisure reading. Although no 
longitudinal user statistics are available, the circulation figures indicate heavy use of 
Chinese-language fiction published in this time period. For Chinese items in the dataset, 
language and literature make up 72.5% of all circulation. Martial arts fiction alone 
constitutes 3.5% of the total circulation! Other subject headings in the top ten most 
circulated for Chinese materials include romance fiction and reportage literature. These 
types of fiction tend to be used for leisure reading rather than research. 
 Another contributing factor could be the growth in non-native Chinese speakers 
(language learners) using the language and literature materials. Chinese language -- 
Textbooks for foreign speakers – English is the 16th most circulated subject heading in the 
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dataset. This growing demographic could easily also be reading Chinese-language fiction. 
It is worth noting, however, that for English-language resources language and literature 
has not experienced growth over the time period. It is also far less circulated, only 
making up 18.7% of the total English-language circulation. Therefore a growth in this 
area may indicate more about a change in users than a general change in the significance 
of language and literature for the field of Chinese studies in America. 
When asked to comment on the growth in language and literature, the Chinese 
Studies Librarian responded that growth has been primarily driven by three factors. The 
first is the desire to build on the traditional core of the collection. UNC’s collection is the 
largest Chinese-language collection in the South, and literature has always been an area 
of strength. The second is response to high circulation volume. Finally, as a public 
university UNC serves not only the student body, but also the community. When using 
the collection for outreach, literature has a special appeal.  
Another change the librarian noted in the user population was an increase in non-
Chinese speakers who are interested in studying Chinese culture. This has led her to 
increase support for English-language materials. Although the data does not indicated a 
significant increase in the number of English-language materials acquired since 1992, 
these changes may predate that time, or may have resulted in more time or budget being 
allocated to the selection of English materials rather than an increase in volume.  
Changes in Researcher Interests 
 In addition to changes in the user population at large, the Chinese Studies 
Librarian also pointed out that the arrival and departure of faculty members can have a 
significant influence on what is collected in a given period of time. She stated, “As a mid-
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sized collection, the collection characteristics are very much affected by who is on 
board…my budget spending is strongly connected with…who is doing active research, 
including graduate students…that's where my collection dollars go and that's where the 
resources will be built, even if it's a new area.” She pointed out that after a scholar leaves, 
those research areas may experience stagnation as resources go toward new areas of 
interest for current faculty. As an example, she mentioned that the collection began 
acquiring works on Chinese medicine in the 1980s in response to a single faculty member 
who was doing research in that area. But since that researcher’s departure, Chinese 
medicine is no longer a collection priority. 
 This practice of allocating resources in response to the research needs of specific 
faculty members and graduate students may help to explain some of the short-lived peaks 
in certain collection areas. For instance, The Family. Marriage. Women (HQ) 
experienced several swells and dips that lasted for a number of years. Given that the 
Chinese Studies Librarian mentioned researchers focusing on women studies, these 
patterns could be explained by the research interests of specific users. 
Influence of Current Events 
To some small degree, collection patterns also appear to be shaped by current 
events. For instance, around the year that the People’s Republic of China joined the 
World Trade Organization (2001), there was a significant jump in the number of books 
published on PRC law (Figure 8 above). This was followed the next year by a jump in 
books on law for the Republic of China, coinciding with the year Taiwan joined the 
WTO. Of all the subject headings in the dataset containing “World Trade Organization,” 
17% were published in 2000, 23% in 2001 and 19% in 2002. There was also a steady rise 
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in the number of books in international relations (JZ) during Obama’s presidency (see 
Figure 7), which might relate to his “Pivot to Asia” initiative. The subject heading “Xi, 
Jinping” (which was incidentally the 17th most circulated in the 2018 fiscal year) rose 
dramatically in 2012 when he came to power and continued to rise in number of 
publications since that time. This could lead one to predict a rise in political science and 
law publications as China continues to grow on the international stage, though it could 
also be a simple indicator of the ebb and flow of topics within a collection in which 
political science may continue to play a comparatively small role. 
Limitations 
As with any study, in evaluating the results we need to consider whether or not our 
methodologies truly measured the phenomena we were hoping to capture. Our results 
showed a slight decline in social sciences, as well as relatively low usage for this area, 
both in the circulation and in the interlibrary loan statistics. Is this a true representation, 
or could our methods have failed in some way to measure a positive change in the 
publication, collection and usage of this or other areas? Before we conclude, we need to 
consider a number of factors that could have affected the results, including the exclusion 
of electronic resources from the study and the shortcomings of library metadata in 
measuring subject matter. 
 Although the literature indicates that Chinese studies collections are still primarily 
print-based, in the interview one trend that came up was the growth of non-traditional 
formats for Chinese studies, such as data and electronic materials. Given the data-based 
nature of social sciences as opposed to history, philosophy and literature, it would be 
logical to conclude that social sciences may have been disproportionately 
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underrepresented due to the exclusion of e-resources from this study. Therefore, an 
apparent decrease in social sciences could be due to the rise of new publication formats 
and new usage patterns for this area, rather than a decrease in interest. So although this 
study may indicate a slight decrease in the publication and collection of print 
monographs and serials for the social sciences, it does not necessarily capture larger 
trends.  
 Another limitation that could have affected the results is the difficulty in capturing 
information based on subject area from library metadata. As detailed in the methods 
section, call numbers have the disadvantage of only being able to measure a single 
subject area. As the librarian pointed out, not only is Chinese studies an interdisciplinary 
field, but “interdisciplinary curriculum has been really stressed in the last decade [at 
UNC], and this will not stop.” Since the core of Chinese studies has traditionally lain in 
history, language, literature and philosophy, it seems likely that catalogers would build 
on that precedent, favoring categorizing materials with multiple foci into those areas 
rather than less traditional areas. So analyzing subject area based on call number 
classification could result in undervaluing the contributions of works which add fresh, 
cross-discipline perspectives to the field.  
Studying subject headings could help give a more nuanced perspective. However, 
LCSHs potentially lack of reliability. Catalogers differ in the level of detail they are able 
to provide, especially for non-English resources. Only 87.05% of Chinese items in the 
dataset had subject headings. Even for items with subject metadata, LCSH may suffer 
from lack of consistency over time or between catalogers. For instance, some items were 
cataloged as “Martial arts fiction,” while others were under “Kung fu—fiction.” Even 
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assuming all the cataloging for the datasets is high-quality, cataloging practices change 
over time. For instance, the use of fast subject headings was introduced in 1998. In this 
case, trying to measure change in the volume of a subject based on this heading over time 
will not be useful before this date. Therefore analysis based on subject headings may 




One future direction for research on subject changes in Chinese studies would be to 
include electronic resources in the analysis. This step would help give a more 
comprehensive picture of changes in subject area, and would help correct for any biases 
introduced by only examining print resources. It would also extend the study into trends 
in publishing formats. For instance, the researcher could look for a possible increase in 
the number of digital humanities projects being published. A second future direction 
would be to extend this study from a case study to an examination of a larger group of 
institutions. This would give a more accurate picture of the collecting practices in 




This study confirms the central importance of the humanities in Chinese studies, 
both for the scholars who publish works in the field, and for patrons using the materials. 
It also demonstrates change and growth, particularly in the greater variety of topics in the 
social sciences and political science being acquired in the collection at the University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill. The interview with the Chinese Studies Librarian hinted at 
other changes which affect the very concept of a collection. As more materials are 
published and born digital on the Internet, the librarian finds her role increasingly focused 
on helping users gain access to content that may be outside the UNC collection. She also 
observed the increase in digital humanities projects in the field, many of which directly 
involve libraries and librarians. As Chinese studies continues to adapt to new trends in 
subject matter, librarians may find their role consists not only in creating dynamic 
collections, but also in helping navigate and contribute to the greater “collection” that is 
our global information network.  
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Appendix I: JSON Query in Sierra 
JSON query used in Sierra Create Lists module (storing item records) is below. 221324 
unique items were retrieved on 2019-01-25. 
 
{ 
  "queries": [ 
 [ 
   [ 
     { 
       "target": { 
         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
         }, 
         "field": { 
           "tag": "t" 
         } 
       }, 
       "expr": { 
         "op": "has", 
         "operands": [ 
           "china", 
           "" 
         ] 
       } 
     }, 
     "or", 
     { 
       "target": { 
         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
         }, 
         "field": { 
           "tag": "t" 
         } 
       }
 
       "expr": { 
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         "op": "has", 
         "operands": [ 
           "chinese", 
           "" 
         ] 
       } 
     }, 
     "or", 
     { 
       "target": { 
         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
         }, 
         "field": { 
           "tag": "t" 
         } 
       }, 
       "expr": { 
         "op": "has", 
         "operands": [ 
           "hong kong", 
           "" 
         ] 
       } 
     }, 
     "or", 
     { 
       "target": { 
         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
         }, 
         "field": { 
           "tag": "t" 
         } 
       }, 
       "expr": { 
         "op": "has", 
         "operands": [ 
           "cathay", 
           "" 
         ] 
       } 
     }, 
     "or", 
     { 
       "target": { 
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         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
         }, 
         "field": { 
           "tag": "t" 
         } 
       }, 
       "expr": { 
         "op": "has", 
         "operands": [ 
           "tibet", 
           "" 
         ] 
       } 
     }, 
     "or", 
     { 
       "target": { 
         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
         }, 
         "field": { 
           "tag": "t" 
         } 
       }, 
       "expr": { 
         "op": "has", 
         "operands": [ 
           "taiwan", 
           "" 
         ] 
       } 
     }, 
     "or", 
     { 
       "target": { 
         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
         }, 
         "field": { 
           "tag": "t" 
         } 
       }, 
       "expr": { 
         "op": "has", 
         "operands": [ 
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           "macau", 
           "" 
         ] 
       } 
     }, 
     "or", 
     { 
       "target": { 
         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
         }, 
         "field": { 
           "marcTag": "6??" 
         } 
       }, 
       "expr": { 
         "op": "has", 
         "operands": [ 
           "china", 
           "" 
         ] 
       } 
     }, 
     "or", 
     { 
       "target": { 
         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
         }, 
         "field": { 
           "marcTag": "6??" 
         } 
       }, 
       "expr": { 
         "op": "has", 
         "operands": [ 
           "chinese", 
           "" 
         ] 
       } 
     }, 
     "or", 
     { 
       "target": { 
         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
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         }, 
         "field": { 
           "marcTag": "6??" 
         } 
       }, 
       "expr": { 
         "op": "has", 
         "operands": [ 
           "hong kong", 
           "" 
         ] 
       } 
     }, 
     "or", 
     { 
       "target": { 
         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
         }, 
         "field": { 
           "marcTag": "6??" 
         } 
       }, 
       "expr": { 
         "op": "has", 
         "operands": [ 
           "tibet", 
           "" 
         ] 
       } 
     }, 
     "or", 
     { 
       "target": { 
         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
         }, 
         "field": { 
           "marcTag": "6??" 
         } 
       }, 
       "expr": { 
         "op": "has", 
         "operands": [ 
           "taiwan", 
           "" 
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         ] 
       } 
     }, 
     "or", 
     { 
       "target": { 
         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
         }, 
         "field": { 
           "marcTag": "6??" 
         } 
       }, 
       "expr": { 
         "op": "has", 
         "operands": [ 
           "macau", 
           "" 
         ] 
       } 
     } 
   ], 
   "or", 
   [ 
     { 
       "target": { 
         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
         }, 
         "specialField": 357 
       }, 
       "expr": { 
         "op": "equals", 
         "operands": [ 
           "chi", 
           "" 
         ] 
       } 
     }, 
     "or", 
     { 
       "target": { 
         "record": { 
           "type": "bib" 
         }, 
         "field": { 
 71 
           "marcTag": "041" 
         } 
       }, 
       "expr": { 
         "op": "regex", 
         "operands": [ 
           "^[^c][^h][^i].*chi", 
           "" 
         ] 
       } 
     } 




   "target": { 
     "record": { 
       "type": "bib" 
     }, 
     "id": 30 
   }, 
   "expr": { 
     "op": "not_equal", 
     "operands": [ 
       "z", 
       "" 
     ] 




   "target": { 
     "record": { 
       "type": "bib" 
     }, 
     "id": 30 
   }, 
   "expr": { 
     "op": "not_equal", 
     "operands": [ 
       "s", 
       "" 
     ] 





   "target": { 
     "record": { 
       "type": "bib" 
     }, 
     "id": 30 
   }, 
   "expr": { 
     "op": "not_equal", 
     "operands": [ 
       "w", 
       "" 
     ] 




   "target": { 
     "record": { 
       "type": "bib" 
     }, 
     "id": 30 
   }, 
   "expr": { 
     "op": "not_equal", 
     "operands": [ 
       "m", 
       "" 
     ] 
   } 
 } 



























1992	 10.59%	 5.39%	 1.07%	 20.06%	 0.67%	 0.14%	 1.38%	
1993	 3.78%	 5.00%	 0.98%	 27.92%	 0.94%	 0.07%	 1.08%	
1994	 3.49%	 4.69%	 2.53%	 24.08%	 1.10%	 0.17%	 1.56%	
1995	 4.73%	 7.63%	 0.96%	 23.17%	 0.89%	 0.23%	 2.18%	
1996	 9.67%	 5.36%	 1.09%	 25.15%	 0.77%	 0.22%	 1.61%	
1997	 4.29%	 5.28%	 0.70%	 23.62%	 1.10%	 0.18%	 1.76%	
1998	 3.63%	 6.00%	 1.46%	 23.37%	 0.88%	 0.29%	 1.90%	
1999	 4.78%	 5.21%	 1.33%	 21.92%	 0.70%	 0.20%	 2.35%	
2000	 2.60%	 7.23%	 1.20%	 21.56%	 0.91%	 0.13%	 1.87%	
2001	 3.18%	 5.93%	 1.13%	 24.93%	 0.61%	 0.11%	 1.61%	
2002	 4.11%	 9.08%	 1.27%	 21.99%	 0.88%	 0.16%	 1.73%	
2003	 3.54%	 6.07%	 2.61%	 25.56%	 1.04%	 0.14%	 1.71%	
2004	 2.74%	 5.82%	 1.67%	 27.88%	 0.41%	 0.17%	 1.75%	
2005	 3.56%	 6.05%	 1.43%	 21.65%	 0.78%	 0.18%	 1.43%	
2006	 2.89%	 5.65%	 1.73%	 22.36%	 0.75%	 0.20%	 2.26%	
2007	 3.37%	 3.67%	 0.96%	 21.81%	 0.39%	 0.21%	 2.09%	
2008	 2.80%	 4.71%	 1.09%	 20.63%	 0.50%	 0.09%	 1.89%	
2009	 3.51%	 5.40%	 1.20%	 20.88%	 0.82%	 0.18%	 1.28%	
2010	 3.82%	 4.60%	 1.09%	 21.26%	 0.38%	 0.21%	 1.04%	
2011	 3.23%	 4.79%	 1.60%	 23.15%	 0.49%	 0.06%	 1.88%	
2012	 2.95%	 5.10%	 1.76%	 19.34%	 0.40%	 0.17%	 1.59%	
2013	 3.01%	 3.84%	 1.48%	 20.73%	 0.66%	 0.13%	 1.76%	




2015	 1.37%	 4.96%	 1.32%	 24.35%	 0.77%	 0.18%	 1.35%	
2016	 1.14%	 5.14%	 1.56%	 21.16%	 0.47%	 0.23%	 2.35%	
2017	 1.44%	 4.26%	 1.10%	 18.05%	 0.72%	 0.23%	 1.10%	Grand	Total	 3.54%	 5.43%	 1.38%	 22.51%	 0.69%	 0.16%	 1.71%	
 











Law	(K)	 Education	(L)	 Music	(M)	 Art	(N)	 Language	and	
Literature	(P)	
1992	 10.65%	 15.08%	 2.13%	 0.65%	 0.87%	 3.71%	 20.28%	
1993	 15.47%	 2.90%	 2.03%	 0.98%	 0.35%	 3.29%	 27.64%	
1994	 15.56%	 2.96%	 3.86%	 0.83%	 1.03%	 2.63%	 27.34%	
1995	 15.07%	 2.38%	 3.34%	 0.76%	 0.66%	 3.11%	 28.26%	
1996	 14.91%	 3.53%	 2.47%	 1.35%	 0.67%	 2.96%	 21.68%	
1997	 17.16%	 3.08%	 2.82%	 1.10%	 0.55%	 4.18%	 24.72%	
1998	 13.86%	 3.57%	 2.87%	 1.52%	 0.32%	 3.69%	 28.08%	
1999	 13.93%	 3.28%	 3.18%	 1.03%	 0.28%	 6.61%	 25.38%	
2000	 15.69%	 3.59%	 4.00%	 1.20%	 0.48%	 5.18%	 25.72%	
2001	 13.61%	 4.34%	 4.91%	 1.29%	 0.72%	 5.28%	 25.32%	
2002	 12.75%	 3.36%	 3.44%	 1.37%	 0.62%	 5.92%	 26.56%	
2003	 12.84%	 3.29%	 3.57%	 1.49%	 0.76%	 5.87%	 24.24%	
2004	 10.74%	 3.44%	 3.18%	 1.53%	 0.41%	 6.74%	 26.11%	
2005	 11.83%	 3.71%	 3.76%	 1.35%	 0.42%	 6.85%	 29.15%	
2006	 10.83%	 3.32%	 3.52%	 1.21%	 0.50%	 7.06%	 29.79%	




2008	 10.76%	 3.55%	 2.39%	 0.82%	 0.59%	 9.74%	 34.01%	
2009	 11.21%	 3.12%	 2.89%	 0.95%	 0.59%	 8.39%	 33.52%	
2010	 12.08%	 2.11%	 2.49%	 1.31%	 0.52%	 10.80%	 31.73%	
2011	 11.94%	 2.03%	 3.00%	 0.77%	 0.66%	 9.35%	 29.55%	
2012	 10.63%	 2.46%	 3.55%	 0.84%	 0.75%	 9.19%	 34.07%	
2013	 10.10%	 1.97%	 2.80%	 0.87%	 0.76%	 8.45%	 37.62%	
2014	 8.54%	 2.06%	 2.93%	 1.35%	 0.50%	 6.46%	 41.55%	
2015	 10.30%	 2.67%	 2.53%	 1.66%	 1.19%	 6.76%	 34.91%	
2016	 10.13%	 1.70%	 2.14%	 1.29%	 0.41%	 5.99%	 40.68%	
2017	 10.19%	 1.56%	 1.63%	 0.99%	 0.57%	 3.23%	 48.00%	
Grand	Total	 12.17%	 3.35%	 3.05%	 1.17%	 0.60%	 6.43%	 30.63%	
 

















1992	 2.05%	 1.57%	 0.20%	 0.25%	 0.56%	 0.03%	 2.67%	
1993	 2.03%	 1.47%	 0.31%	 0.49%	 0.63%	 0.03%	 2.59%	
1994	 2.96%	 1.60%	 0.30%	 0.33%	 0.50%	 0.03%	 2.46%	
1995	 1.95%	 1.59%	 0.10%	 0.56%	 0.53%	 0.00%	 1.92%	
1996	 2.60%	 1.99%	 0.32%	 0.48%	 1.03%	 0.03%	 2.09%	
1997	 3.37%	 2.38%	 0.22%	 0.48%	 0.66%	 0.04%	 2.31%	
1998	 2.49%	 2.31%	 0.26%	 0.73%	 1.05%	 0.06%	 1.67%	
1999	 3.18%	 2.86%	 0.20%	 0.50%	 1.05%	 0.05%	 1.98%	




2001	 1.90%	 1.74%	 0.37%	 0.70%	 0.61%	 0.04%	 1.66%	
2002	 1.86%	 1.63%	 0.26%	 0.31%	 0.72%	 0.03%	 1.94%	
2003	 1.49%	 1.94%	 0.53%	 0.53%	 0.53%	 0.06%	 2.19%	
2004	 2.04%	 1.38%	 0.12%	 0.95%	 0.41%	 0.02%	 2.50%	
2005	 2.39%	 1.64%	 0.21%	 0.93%	 0.44%	 0.03%	 2.23%	
2006	 2.26%	 1.63%	 0.18%	 0.95%	 0.53%	 0.05%	 2.34%	
2007	 1.40%	 1.42%	 0.09%	 0.94%	 0.69%	 0.11%	 2.06%	
2008	 1.77%	 1.71%	 0.25%	 0.96%	 0.32%	 0.16%	 1.27%	
2009	 1.43%	 1.48%	 0.23%	 0.77%	 0.38%	 0.10%	 1.66%	
2010	 1.31%	 1.78%	 0.24%	 0.83%	 0.47%	 0.17%	 1.76%	
2011	 1.93%	 1.99%	 0.17%	 0.88%	 0.71%	 0.17%	 1.63%	
2012	 1.82%	 1.65%	 0.35%	 1.07%	 0.46%	 0.15%	 1.69%	
2013	 1.51%	 0.96%	 0.13%	 0.96%	 0.59%	 0.11%	 1.55%	
2014	 1.24%	 1.12%	 0.27%	 0.89%	 0.64%	 0.02%	 0.94%	
2015	 1.43%	 1.21%	 0.26%	 1.14%	 0.48%	 0.18%	 0.98%	
2016	 1.58%	 1.38%	 0.18%	 0.68%	 0.35%	 0.09%	 1.35%	
2017	 2.20%	 1.22%	 0.27%	 1.71%	 0.11%	 0.08%	 1.33%	
Grand	Total	 1.94%	 1.68%	 0.24%	 0.77%	 0.61%	 0.08%	 1.87%	
 












Appendix III: Interview Questions 
 
Basic Information  
1. How long have you been the Chinese Studies Librarian at UNC? 
2. Do you have a formal collection development policy for Chinese studies? Have 
you made changes to it in your time here? If so, why? 
 
3. What do you see as the main strengths of your collection? 
4. What different factors are involved in collecting Chinese-language works versus 
English- language works?  
 
Trends in Usage and Holdings 
 
5. In the time you’ve been a librarian at UNC, what trends have you noticed (if any) 
in usage of the Chinese studies collection? 
 
6. What research trends have you noticed in Chinese studies? How have these 
affected your collecting practices? 
 
Other factors affecting collection development practices 
 
7. How has the cooperative agreement with Duke affected your collecting practices? 
 
8. What other factors influence subject trends in the collection (for example, 




9. What trends (in subject, usage, or other areas) do you anticipate in Chinese 
studies materials in the next 10 years? 
 
10. Do you have any plans to expand the collection in new directions? If so, in what 
directions and why?  
 
